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Dear General Counsel: 

I am Michael McPadden, candidate of the McPadden for Congress Campaign (herebiafter. Individually 
and collectivelŷ 'Respondenlf' or" the CBmpBtgn"). This Is In rasponse to the leferenofid complaint filed 
by Edward S. Robb (hereinafter "Compialnanf) against tha Campaign on April 26,2010, and the 
subsequent notification thereof forwarded by your oflRce. For the record. Respondent Is reglsterad with 
ttiB FEC as a PoUUcal CommRtee in oonnactlon with the 2010 Congnsslonal Election from the 
Commonwealth of Virginia's Fifth Congressional District Ms. Mm Collins, ESq. In your office previously 
was advised that there would be a sQght delay In the Campaign's response to the referanoad notice. 

Although Complainant doa not dte the statutoffy or regulBtory basis for his complaint sXtar 
raviewlng the substance of hb raffBranoad dooanent Respondent assumes that tt rcffsrs to a 
committee's obligation to duly report on a continuing besis all delits Incurred by the campaign in 
Booordancewtth the above dtad statutory and rBgulatory language. WIthspecliRcltyJreliBrtollCFR 
Sections 116.1(d) and llfi.lO(a) addrasslnB the proper treatment and repoitln8 of 'disputed debtsT. 

Section 116.1(d) defines a disputed debt as, "...an actual or potential debt or obligation owed by a 
political oommitiBB, Including an oMIgBtfon arWng from a wrllian contract promise or agreemant to 
BMha an eapBiidlturo where there Is a bona fide dhngweBBantbetwieen the credits 
committee as to the exbtenoe or amount of the obligation owed by the poHtlcBl oommittee." 



it is Respondent's posttlon that In connection wtth Complainant's daim, none of the elements of this 
deflnttion of a "disputed debt" are prasent In that there was not at any time a written contract, promise 
(written, oral. Implied or otherwise), or other agreement between Respondent and Complainant 
ragarding payment of Complainant's expenses, specificaiiy, his daim for reimbursement of his incurred 
expenses for mileage and food arising out of his posttlon wtth the Campaign from October 16,2009 thru 
December 1,2009, or any other period of time. Because there was no contract promise or agreement 
regarding this matter, by definition there is no bona fide disagreement regarding etther the existence or 
amount of any obligation here, only Complainant's unsupported and mistaken asserttons. 

Despite Complainant's slatement that'l agraed to be paid $2000 per month plus mRaiaga at the IRS 
0) approved anwunt of $35Anlle and actual expense rtlnnbursenMnt for Illy fo^ 
U\ In his wrttten contract wtth the Campaign (or any other agreement or promise allegedly made by 
0 Respondent) that supports a bona fide daim for reimbursemem of Comptalnant̂ s above highlighted 
© expenses. 
fl0 
qj! Nor does Complainant claim that any assurances or other commttment(s) in any fonn outside the 
qr four comers of our written agreement regarding reimbursement of his expenses were given to him by 
© Respondent prior to or contemporaneous wtth his entering Into our contract or even that any 
© discussions regarding this matter oocunred between him and anyone In the Campaign prior to his Inttiai 
^ demand for expense reimbursement which occurred after he left the employment of the Campaign 

under less than amicable conditions for reasons that are not germane here. Complainant merely offers 
his observation that "At no time...would I woric for only $2000 per month and pay ail my own travel and 
food expenses..." 

Desptte his above assertion or any "industry practice" to the contrary, tt is clear that Complainant did 
agree to work for "only" $2000 per month In this instance because his written contract expildtiy 
provided that his sole remuneration would be a fixed monthly fee, and nothing more, and he did not 
take Issue vvtth this anrangement until afler he left his employment wtth the Csmpaign. Moreover, ghien 
Complainant's extensive prior experience In poiitical campaign oonsutting, one would thinic that were 
reimbursement of his expenses to be presumed, he would have had the foresight to Insist that such a 
provision be Induded in our contract yet he did not desptte having adequate opportuntty to do so 
during our Inttiai disousstons regarding the terms and oondttlons of Ms providing servtoes to the 
Campaign, in fact another experlenoed campaign consultant who Is personally close to Complainant 
and who worked for the Campaign In another capacity during the same time as Complainant under 
essentially the same contract torms and oondttlons has adoiowledged that tt was hb understanding that 
a fbced monthly fee was his sole remuneration, and that reimbursement of expenses was NOT part of hb 
contractual arrangement ("hb" hi thb sentence refers to this second Csmpatgn official). 

The bottom line b that for hb approximately six waaks of seivtoa to the CampBign» Complainant was 
paid $3000 In accordance wtth the contradf s terms, receipt of which Complainant acknowledges In hb 
statement In short there b no bona fide dbagraement over the exbtenoe or amount of an obligation, 
that Is, no 'dbputad deblf here, and thus no rBqulrement on the part of Respondem to report thb 
matter to the Commisston. 
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Regarding Complainant's assertion that Respondent's actions after hb departure from the Campaign 
are further evMenoe of a dbputed debt he is taking our subsequent oommuiilcations out off their proper 
context. Upon Complainant's departure from the Campaign and after hb inttiai demand was made for 
reimbursemem of expenses, this demand being rejected by Respondent outright Comptainam began to 
engage in conduct amounting to harassment ofthe Campaign and tts staff. And even though 
Complainant was asked to cease and desbt he persisted. 

Because Complainant's continuing harassing behavior eventually became a serious distraction to the 
operation ofthe Campaign and was upsetting to members ofthe Csmpalgn staff, Respondent 
thereupon contacted Complainant and the PartiBS dU then engage In conversations that induded 

© Compiabianf s dabn for rehnburrement of his expenses, but the latter were peripheral to Respondent's 
0 sole purpose* which vras NOT to engage in settiement dbcussions over a contract dispute, but to 
^ penuaiJeCompiainBnt to OBBsehbunprafesstonai and harassing conduct Desptte the somewhat 
^ hollow assertion In his complaint that Complainant does not want lo embarrass [my] family In the 
^ media", for hhn to bring hb "sour grapes" allegations to the attention of the Commbskm at thb time b 
qr simply a continuation of the actions that he has prevtously and repeatedly directed toward the 
^ Campaign. 
© 
© Finally, rBgardIng Complainant's assertton that Respondent has another unrelated, unreported debt 
^ thb bin error as thb vendor was paM In foil by the Campaign as previously reported. In any event 

unless Complainant b acting as an agent or attorneys in- fict for thb vendor, he has no standing to 
addrBSS thb unrelated matter. 

truly yoi very truly yoursK 

MldiBBl McPadden 

Notary PubKc Commonweatth of Vbglnta. My commhston expires ^f^tf f^ls 

J. 

si,aws 
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